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The Honorable Harry R. Hughes, Governor
The Honorable Melvin A. Steinberg, President of the Senate
The Honorable Benjamin L. Cardin, Speaker of the House

Gentlemen:

We are pleased to submit the Fiscal Year 1986 Annual Report of the Maryland
Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation. We are proud to announce that by the
conclusion of our ninth year of operation, we broke our previous records for both
the establishment of new agricultural preservation districts and the acquisition
of development rights easements. The acquisition cost per acre, which was already
the lowest for any program of its kind in the nation, actually decreased in FY'86
while other state's program costs increased.

—~ »

As you are well aware, 1986 was a bad year for Maryland field crops and it
was also a bad year for the amount of farmland lost to development pressure.
Fortunately, more farmers than ever before are able to overcome these and other
obstacles by the sale of their development rights to the Foundation, sustaining
themselves and their families and insuring that more agricultural land will be
preserved.

The Hughes Administration has steadfastly supported the Agricultural Land
Preservation Program since the second year of its existence. Your endorsement
of this pioneering concept has propelled it into the most successful program. of
its kind in the nation by a substantial margin. We extend our gratitude and-
congratulations for this major accomplishment providing mutual benefit to”
Maryland farmers and the present and future citizens of the: State.

Although we still have much work to do, your continued strong support
allows us the opportunity to proudly report our progress in preserving Maryland's
finest farmland.

Sincerely,
\
4, / < M/A,o
Wil llam I. Guy, Chalr ayne A. Cawley, Jr.
Board of Truste cretary of Agrieult

Gerald F. Talbert
Executive Director

TELEPHONE NUMBER (301) 841-5860
50 HARRY S. TRUMAN PARKWAY, ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401




MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION FOUNDATION
FISCAL YEAR 1986 ANNUAL REPORT

REVIEW OF PROGRESS

GROWTH IN THE PROGRAM

The Agricultural Land Preservation Program achieved its most productive year in the
establishment of new agricultural preservation distriets in FY'86 by approving 140 petitions
protecting 19,982 acres. As of the end of the fiscal year, 841 agricultural preservation
districts preserving 124,172 acres were enrolled in the program. The FY'86 totals provided a
19% increase in the district acreage base. Agricultural preservation distriets now exist in
22 of the State's 23 counties as Wicomico County established its first district in this year.

The FY'86 Easement Acquisition Program was also the most productive -year in the-

Foundation's history. After settlement, 74 districts will add 11,439 acres to Maryland's list of
permanently preserved agricultural land. The FY'86 easements provide a 31% increase in both
number of easement properties and acreage: from 242 distriets to 316 and 37,299 acres to a
new total of 48,725 acres. The new total of easement properties constitutes 39% of total
district acreage.

The cost of the FY'86 easements is $8.6 million of which $6.3 million or 73% is.State
funds and $2.3 million or 27% is county funds. The average acquisition cost for FY'86 is the
lowest in Foundation history at $755 per acre compared with $839 per acre in FY'85. The
FY'86 costs dropped the historic acquisition cost from $836 per acre, as it was estabhshed at
the end of FY'85, to $816 per acre.

Current land use figures in the agricultural preservation distriets remain constant for the
second year at 64% cropland, 14% pasture, 19% woodland and 3% other uses. Soil
conservation plans are in effect on 64% of existing districts, an increase of 6% over FY'85.
To date, 67 districts which did not have soil conservation plans prior to distriet establishment
had plans developed as a result of the requirement since FY'85 that easement apphcants
- must have soil conservation plans. :

PROBLEMS IN THE PROGRAM

The major and perennial problem in the program is time. The average amount of time
that transpires from the acceptance of a Foundation offer to purchase an easement to actual
settlement has been a problem practically since the easement process began. The Foundation
and the Departments of Agriculture and General Services have been working together to reduce
settlement process time for the past three years as has been documented in past annual
reports. During that time, the Department of General Services increased their legal staff,
revised internal administrative procedures and restructured bidding procedures - for title
companies. The resulting increase in staffpower and efficieney saved literally weeks of
time per easement settlement.

The Foundation revised its offer process and developed a brochure to advise landowners of
ways they might assist in speeding up the settlement process. It also developed detailed




settlement procedures that centralized coordination through the Foundation to the legal staff of
the Department of General Services, the title companies and the Fiscal Services Office of
the Department of Agriculture. Significant additional time reductions were gained through
these measures. '

, Unfortunately, during the same .time period, the state of the economy has been such that
the transference of property in the State has been steadily increesing. Industries in the
private sector that deal with real estate including appraisers and title companies have been
barraged with business due to lower interest rates which has generated tremendous
demand for refinancing of old mortgages and acquisition of new property. One measure of
the drastic increase in transference and development of property is found on page 14 and
shows that the amount of farmland sold and converted during this time period is far ahead of our
preservation efforts. :

Consequently, contract deadlines are not being met for the submission of title reports.

Instead of a 30 day deadline, many title reports are taking three months and more to be .

produced. This new source of additional time requirements has virtually wiped out the time
reduction measures noted above and has prolonged the settlement process.

During such times, competing for the low bid on a State contract is not as attractive when
many companies cannot handle all the muech more luerative private sector work that is currently
available. : :

This condition became apparent during the settlements of the 52 FY'85 easements. An

examination of the annual contracts revealed that the penalty clauses were not providing
adequate "disincentives'. The FY'87 contract was revised to allow stiffer penalties including
fines and withdrawal of jobs for violations of submission deadlines. Unfortunately, it might
have also played a part in the disappointing return on the bid package of less than one
bidder per region. Additional efforts had to be made to encourage other title companies to
bid on  the vacant regions. The conclusion that has been surmised is that the State's
position at this stage of the supply/demand eyele is weak and does not lend itself to foreing
performance from the private sector. : :

TABLES

ACREAGE REDUCTION - Page 8

The FY'85 Annual Report included the first effort to track and delete acreage that has
been released or withdrawn from the program. The exclusion of one acre building lots for
original owners and their children as is allowed by law will be a regular feature of the program
that will be likely to increase as time and program enrollment increases. Lot exclusions noted
in the table are those that have been approved and officially recorded in land records. The
twelve acres excluded from either distriets or easement properties in FY'86 and eleven acres
accounted for in FY'85 has placed a modest impact on the ‘program to date.

Of the six acres of easement property involved, $2,374.14 was returned to the
Foundation. Not every easement acre that has been excluded is required to reimburse
the Foundation for the amount of the easement payment paid for the acre. If the easement was
purchased prior to 1982, the deed of easement did not require a payback for lots. In
addition to creating new lots, an owner may also exclude lots surrounding dwellings that existed
at the time of settlement. There is no payback for lots with existing dwellings because the




acreage base for easement payment does not include existing dwellings. . To date, a total of
$4,327.14 has been paid for lots and 13 easement scres have been excluded. The FY'86 Easement
Participation Table on page 10 shows the total amount of acreage deducted because FY'85 easement
acreage reduction for lots had not been reflected in the FY'85 Easement Participation Table.
The total payback amount is shown on page 13 at the bottom of the Easement Acquisition -
Historic Perspective Table.

Only one district was reduced in FY'86 due to a county project to widen and improve
roads.  This will also be a regular but insignificant factor in acreage reduction in the
future. To date, a total of six acres have been excluded for such purposes. If it had involved
easement property, the county would be required to reimburse the Foundation for easement
value on the excluded acreage. :

The most significant acreage reduction factor in FY'86 was termination of districts. Cne
district was terminated before the minimum requirement of five years of district status due to.
severe economic hardship as is allowed by law. Four distriets terminated after five years of
distriet status. Collectively, 817 acres were taken off the district records due to
termination. To date, 10 districts covering 1,499 acres have been. terminated, 1% .of the
current total acreage base in distriet status.

A new category of acreage reduction was added in this report to account for adjustments
in the conversion of distriets to easement properties. The acreage that is recorded on a
district agreement is a figure derived from deeds of varying ages and degrees of accuracy.
One component of the easement settlement process is a title search of every property.
The verification of acreage through research of ownership including out-conveyances and on
occasion, the requirement of surveys may total a different amount than that shown on the
district agreement. ‘ '

Although such adjustments are more often reductions, there are sometimes increases in
acreage. The total net loss of 259 acres from the distriect acreage base reflects all easements
to date of which recorded deeds of easement have been received by the Foundation. This will
also be a regular feature of acreage reduction but annual adjustment totals in the future are
likely to be significantly less because far fewer cases will be involved.

A total of 1,091 acres were officially excluded from the program in FY'86. To date,
1,787 acres have been excluded, representing a loss of 1.4% of the current district acreage
base. : _

FY'86 DISTRICT PARTICIPATION - Page 9

The program established a new record by approving 140 new agricultural preservation
districts covering 19,982 acres. This constitutes the largest annual addition since the beginning
of the program in FY'78. The new acreage provided a 19% increase to last year's total of
105,281 acres. After acreage adjustments, a new total of 841 districts and 124,172 acres was
enrolled in the program. The average farm size of the FY'86 districts is 143 acres, slightly
less than the historic district farm size average of 150 acres. Carroll County continues
to lead the State with 20.4% of total district acreage and Baltimore and Frederick Counties
maintained their high level of participation. Caroline County has, by its intense activity level
over the last three years, risen from sixth in the State in FY'83 to seeond in FY'86. Queen
Anne's County has moved from ninth in FY'85 to fifth. Although the decision of the
farmers in these counties to participate in the program was probably influenced in a major




sense by economic factors and perhaps an increase in development pressure, it also appears
evident that the presence of adequate staffpower and the strong support of the local governing
body accounts for significant participation. : ‘ '

It is evident that a strong and continuing base of support for the program has expanded
from the original hub of activity emanating from the Baltimore-Washington Corridor. Beginning
this year, progress on & regional basis will be tabulated to detect regional trends in both
distriet formation and easement acquisition.

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DISTRICT ACREAGE

REGION FY'84 FY'85 - FY'86

WESTERN: Garrett, Allegany, 18.1% 18.3% 16.4%
Washington, Frederick 17,195 acres 19,243 acres 20,391 acres

CENTRAL: Carroll, Baltimore, 49;096 47.5% 44.7%
Harford, Montgomery, 49,460 acres 49,973 acres 55,486 acres
Howard :

SOUTHERN: Anne Arundel, Calvert, 13.4% 13.6% - 12.5%

UPPER SHORE:

LOWER SHORE:

Prince George's, Charles
St. Mary's

Cecil, Kent,
Queen Anne's, Talbot, -
Caroline

Dorchester, Wicomico
Somerset, Worcester
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The largest preservation area in the State is in Carroll County where 19 contiguous
districts cover 2,714 acres. Two preservation areas in Carroll and one in Talbot County
constitute the three areas of the State with over 2,000 acres each. There are seven
preservation areas that are between 1,000 and 2,000 acres each, one more than in FY'85. There
are 37 preservation areas that are between 500 and 1,000 acres, five more than in FY'85.

FY'86 EASEMENT PARTICIPATION - Page 10

Easement acreage under contract status in FY'86 was the highest annual acquisition in the
program's history. Offers to purchase easements were accepted by 74 of 98 applicants,
permanently protecting 11,439 acres, over 2,900 acres more than the previous record set in the
FY'83 program. The FY'86 results will provide a 30% increase in easement acreage for a total of
316 properties covering 48,725 acres after adjustments for total lot exclusions are made.

Carroll County continues to lead the State with 13,200 easement acres, over 27% of the
State total. Caroline County almost doubled its easement acreage in FY'86 and moved from fifth
in the State to second. Easements were added for the first time in Allegany and Somerset
Counties. ' ‘

With the same regions as in the district analysis, easement growth over the last three
years is as follows: :

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL EASEMENT ACREAGE

REGION FY'84 FY'85 FY'86

WESTERN 12.9% 14.5%  15.9%
3,729 acres 5,386 acres 7,735 acres

CENTRAL . 65.4% 60.3% 54.7%
. 18,939 acres 22,503 acres 26,674 acres

SOUTHERN ' 11.8% o 13.5% 12.1%
3,411 acres 5,047 acres 5,891 acres

UPPER SHORE 9.9% 11.7% 16.8%
2,859 acres 4,363 acres 8,179 acres

LOWER SHORE 0% 0% o 0.5%
0 acres 0 acres 246 acres

TOTAL ACREAGE 28,938 acres - 37,299 acres 48,725 acres:

The influence of increased activity in the Upper Shore and Western Regions show a trend
toward a more equitable distribution of easement properties. -




FY'86 CERTIFIED FUND - PAGE 11

. The. FY'86 Certified Fund was the highest in the history of the program. The balance is
shown as $8,625,103 but includes almost -$1.5 million in unexpended three year old county
agricultural transfer tax. By virtue of the agricultural transfer tax law, any local shares
(1/3 of the revenue, but 2/3 in Montgomery County) that have not been committed or expended for
agricultural preservation purposes within three years are collected and held in a speecial
account for use only in the eounty of origin for the next five ‘years. - If -after that time,. the
funds cannot be used in the county of origin, they will be absorbed by the Agricultural Land

Preservation Fund. Consequently, in consideration of ‘the amount of funding available for '

distribution among the counties for Round One, the total fund balance- was just over $7.1
million. Of the $1.5 million in "Three Year Accounts”, $1.1 million was used in FY'86 accepted
offers. . R - : S o ’ e

County matching funds added the commitment of aﬁ additional $2.5 million. “The 74 accepted
offers totalled $8,640,773 of which $6,351,608 was State -funds (including Three Year Account
funds used) and $2,289,125 was county .funds. - S - o

FY'86 EASEMENT ACQUISITION PROGRAM - Page 12

This table analyzes average values per county and for the State that had a beariﬁg on the
74 accepted offers that will allow 11,439 acres to be placed under easement. '

"The ecompetitive bidding factor in the program allows the offer amount to equal the
landowner's asking price or the appraised easement value, whichever is lower. The only other
allowable value is an “insufficient funds offer", which.is less than either the asking price .or
the appraised value but is the total of the remaining funds on hand. Such an offer may be turned
down without penalty, but some are accepted because there is no guarantee of a subsequent full
offer.. = T . . - ' ’

The average acquisition cost is always less than the average asking price and the average
appraised easement value because each of its components is selected from the lower ‘of the other
two.values.: The FY'86 average acquisition cost of $755 per acre is startling because it is the
lowest acquisition cost in the program's history by a significant amount. The drop in
acquisition cost may be due -primarily to the substantial influence of property values from- the
Upper Shore. and Western Regions, providing 44% of the accepted offers and offsetting the higher
values of the Central Region and some of the Southern Region which had established the norm in
past.years. T . SR

The discount value i.e. the savings derived by an offer which was less than the appraised
easement value, totalled $822;296. Using the $755 acquisition cost per acre as a measure, an
additional . 1,089 acres were acquired in the FY'86 program due exclusively to the competitive
bidding component of the program. This component, more than any other, allows the Maryland
Program to be one of the most cost effective programs in the country. o S

Because of the FY'86 program producing more offers than in any previous year, there were
glso- more arbitration cases held. A total of six cases were heard by local property tax
assessment appeals boards as allowed by law. Four cases:were decided in favor of the landowner
and two upheld the State's appraised values. The Board of Trustees reviewed all cases found in
favor of the landowner to decide whether to appeal to the Maryland Tax Court. Of the one case
in FY'85 and the four cases in FY'86, the Foundation Board has voted not to appeal the results




in all five cases. Over the history of the program, there have been 17 arbitration cases,
representing less than 3% of the 608 easement applicants who could have requested arbitration.
To date, ten cases have been found in favor of the landowner and seven found in favor of the
State.

EASEMENT ACQUISITION - HISTORIC PERSPECTIVE - Page 13

This table was expanded -this year to include total dollars per category per year in
addition to the average per acre value and the total discount value per year. The discount
value is expressed not only in total dollars saved by competitive bidding but also the
~additional easement acres acquired each year, determined by dividing the discount amount by the
acquisition cost per acre for that year. Competitive bidding has provided a total discount
value of almost $5.5 million which has allowed the acquisition of 6,689 acres more than if the
program could only offer the appraised essement value. :

The substantial reduction in the FY'86 acquisition cost of $755 per acre has driven the
historic average acquisition cost down from $836 per acre as it was after the FY'85 program to
$816 per acre. Adjustments were made for acreage reductions due to lot exclusions to date
(seven acres in FY'85 and six acres in FY'86) and the total dollar amount that landowners have .
paid back for the execlusion of lots. '

PRESERVATION VERSUS CONVERSION - Page 14

The graphs and table show a comparison between the amount of Maryland farmland that has
been converted to other land uses per year from 1982 through 1986 and the corresponding amount of
easement acreage acquired for each of those years. ' : '

' In spite of being the most successful program in the country, Maryland's efforts have not
been keeping pace with conversion such that lost farmland is at least matched by saved farmland.
Ironically, FY'86 was simultaneously the year in which the biggest annual gain in easement
acquisition was made and the greatest net loss of farmland. To date, preservation has
supplanted only 53% of the farmland lost during the past five years. )

To form a projection to the year 2000, the State has been losing an average of 15,506 acres
per year and saving 8,201 acres per year based on performance for the past five years. Over the
next 14 years, an estimated additional 217,084 acres will be lost and 114,814 more acres will
be preserved leaving a net loss of 102,283 acres. ‘

' Although the Foundation is proud of the progress made in its brief history, clearly a more
substantial and sustained effort is required to simply keep pace with the farmland that will be
lost. :
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MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION FUND

FY 1986 CERTIFICATION REPORT

FY'85 Certification
FY'85 Easement Encumbrances
FY'85 Fund Balance
FY'8'5 Net Revenue
FY'85 Unexpended Three-Year-0ld
County Agricultural
Transfer Tax
FY'83 Encumbrénce ' Cancellation
FY'84 Encumbrance Cancellétion
Unencumbered Fund Balance 6-30-85

FY'86 Program Open Space

FY'86 Certified MALPF Fund Balance

$5,493,026.41

(5,049,224.06)

$ 443,802.35

3,063,266.68

1,478,397.05

16,437.26

123,199.70

© $5,125,103.04

3,500,000.00

$8,625,103.04
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MARYIAHD AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION FOUNDATION

PRESERVATION VERSUS CONVERSION
FARMLAND IS LOSING GROUND TO DEVELOPMENT

ACRES
27,000 ACRES
LOST

24,000 "

21,000 T

NANNN\NWN

18,000

15,000 7

\\}}\\
) 5 g

1 92 1983 1984 1985 1986 TOTAL

CONVERTED
FARMLAND

9,142 11,036 14,663 | 17,859 24,831 77,531

PRESERVED
FARMLAND

6,899 8,530 5,783 8,355 11,439 | 41,006

BALANCE

2,243 2,506 8880 | 9.504 13,392 36,525
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MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION FOUNDATION

Honorable Wayne A. Cawley, Jr.
Secretary, MD Dept. of Agriculture

50 Harry S. Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Honorable William S. James
State Treasurer

Room 109, Treasury Building
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Mr. William 1. Guy
Chairman
Levin Dashiell Road
Salisbury, Maryland 21801

Mr. Leonard E. Lowry

Viee Chairman

Route 4, Box 341
Hagerstown, Maryland 21740

Honorable Constance Lieder
Secretary

Department of State Planning
301 West Preston Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Mrs. Erna Chapman
1660 Riedel Road
Gambrills, Maryland 21054

Mr. T. Allan Stradley
Travilla Farm

' Chestertown, Maryland 21620

Mr. Donald I. Dell
1338 Sullivan Road
Westminster, Maryland 21157

" Mr. W. Max .Buckel

1922 Saratoga Drive
Adelphi, Maryland 20783

Mr. Donald R. Stirn
1051 Route 32
Sykesville, Maryland 21784

Mr. William F. Dixon
Route 1, Box 305 .

Mechamcsv111e, Maryland 20659

BOARD OF TRUSTEES

Appointed
Reappointed

Filled unexpired term
Appointed

Appointed
Reappointed

Filled unexpired term
Appointed
Reappointed

Filled unexpired term
Appointed
Reappointed

Appointed
Filled unexpired term
Appointed

Appointed
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TERM

1-31-79

- 7-7-75

7-1-81
7-1-85

7-1-80
6-30-84

12-3-79
6-30-83

10-20-79
6-30-80
6-30-84
2-20-78
7-1-79
6-30-83

7-1-84

1-1-86

7-1-85

7-1-85

TERM EXPIRES

Ex-officio ,

Ex-officio

6-30-85 -
6-30-89

6-30-88

6-30-87

6-30-88

6-30-87
6-30-88

6-30-87
6-30-89

6-30-89




AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION

ALLEGANY COUNTY

Mr. Kent Fuller
103 Robertson Lane
Cumberland, MD 21502

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY

Mr. Martin A. Zehner, Jr
3011 Patuxent Road
Davidsonville, MD 21035

BALTIMORE COUNTY

Mr. Wayne C. McGinnis
19524 Graystone Road
White Hall, MD 21161

CALVERT COUNTY

Mr. Edward Allen
Route 1, Box 197
Prince Frederick, MD 20678

CAROLINE COUNTY

Mr. Gary L. Schoonover
Rural Delivery 1, Box 311
Greensboro, MD 21639

CARROLL COUNTY

Mr. Wilson Lippy
3822 St. Paul Road
Hampstead, MD 21074

CECIL COUNTY

Mr. Robert L. Knutsen
130 Knutsen Lane
Rising Sun, MD 21911

CHARLES COUNTY

Mr. Wade B. Hampton
Route 1, Box 106-A
Nanjemoy, MD 20662

ADVISORY BOARD
CHAIRMEN

DORCHESTER COUNTY

Mr. Steele Phillips
Star Route
Vienna, MD 21869

FREDERICK COUNTY

"~ Mr. Royd R. Smith

2 South Wisner Street
Frederick, MD 21701

GARRETT COUNTY

"Mr. Claude Wagner, Jr.
Star Route

Oakland, MD 21550

HARFORD COUNTY

Mr. Samuel B. Foard, Jr.
4425 Fawn Grove Road
Street, MD 21154

HOWARD COUNTY

Mr. Joseph Dymek
16996 Moss Meadow Way
Mt. Airy, MD 21771

KENT COUNTY

Mr. Richard S. Tarbutton, Sr.

Route 1
Kennedyville, MD 21645

MONTGOMERY COUNTY

Mr. Harrison King
22341 Goshen School Road
Laytonsville, MD 20760

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY

- Mr. Roland Darcey -

2506 Ritchie-Marlboro Road
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772
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QUEEN ANNE'S COUNTY

Mr. William E. Gardner
RFD 1
Chester, MD 21619

ST. MARY'S COUNTY

Mr. James R. Owen
Hermanville
Lexington Park, MD 20653

SOMERSET COUNTY

*Mr. John Murray

Route 1
Princess Anne, MD 21853

TALBOT COUNTY .

Mr. Allen Baynard
Route 1, Box 274
Trappe, MD 21673

WASHINGTON COUNTY

Mr. David Herbst
Route 3
Smithsburg, MD 21783

WICOMICO COUNTY

Mr. Richard L. Farlow
Tingle Road
Pittsville, MD 21850

WORCESTER COUNTY

Mr. Gerald Redden
Sandy Ridge Farm
Girdletree, MD 21829




685

T 9871

LOb1Z. pue|

v
"0G:

dieH

jodeuu

‘si'
A

BN

A

O LNIWLHVIIA ANVIAHVIN -

LANJIHOY . 4

emiied

£

34N

aivd

-39visod 'sn
31w Wing




